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S1TE DESCRIPTION: CPP-24 TANK FARM BUCKET SPILL

Site ID:CPP-24 OpPERABLE UNIT:3-07

WasTeE AREA GRouP: 3

I. SUMMARY - PHYSICAL DESCRIPTION OF THE SITE:

CPP-24 is the result of a bucket spill (approximately 1 gallon) of radioactively
contaminated solution that occurred on February 16, 1954. A survey at the time
of the incident determined an area approximately 3 feet by 6 feet to be
contaminated to levels of approximately 400 mR/hr. The exact location of the
site was not documented. The site is in the vicinity of one of the HLLW tank
WM-180 risers. All contamination was the result of this spill, and according to
the Radioactivity Incident Report decontamination of the contaminated soil and

tank was initiated.
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TI. SUMMARY - QuALITATIVE ASSESSMENT OF RISK:

Due to the quantity of the spill and cleanup of the area, the qualitative
assessment of risk would be low with a medium to high overall reliability. This
is based on the following conclusions. The area (3’ x 6’) of the bucket spill
(approximately 1 gallon) was to be cleaned up as directed in the Radioactivity
Incident Report. No surface radiation readings have been encountered during
surveys of the area.

III. SUMMARY - CONSEGQUENCES OF ERRbR:

Based upon process knowledge, low level radiation would be expected in the soil
as a result of this spill. Compared to the balance of the tank farm sites,
which contain high level 1iquid waste, this site will not contribute
significantly to the background radiation levels found in the tank farm. The
effort to find the small spill (3’ x 6’) in the area of the unit boundary (15’ x
40’) would require a large number of boreholes to be drilled. Due to the
potential of hitting a pipe during drilling, a risk to human health, safety, and
the environment could be high. This is based on current utility maps of the
area which are only accurate to within five feet. If there is any residual
contamination in the unit it will be addressed in more detail or the
Comprehensive RI/FS.

IV. SUMMARY - OTHER DEcCIsSION DRIVERS:

None

RECOMMENDED ACTION:

The recommended action for CPP-24 is No Further Field Investigation. This
recommendation is based on the removal of the contaminated soil during the
decontamination measures that took place after the incident, and the results of
surface radiation surveys conducted in 1990 and 1991 that do not show levels
above background at this site (ref. 2 and 3).
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F Question 1. What are the waste generation process locations and dates of
operation associated with this site?

Block 1 Answer:

On 2/16/54, a bucket of radioactively contaminated solution, from inside tank
WM-180, which was then under construction, was spilled to the ground surface,

An area of approximately 3’x 6’ was contaminated to approximately 400 mrep/hr. A
roentgen equipment physical (rep) is approximately egual to a roentgen
equivalent man (rem). A1)l contamination was the result of this spill, no
identification of the liquid source was made in the historical report.

lock 2 How reliable is/are the information source/s? _x High _ Med LOW (chack one)
EXPLAIN THE REASONING BEHIND THIS EVALUATION.

The incident is documented in the Radioactivity Incident Report (reference 1).

glock 3 Has this INFORMATION been confirmed? _ Yes x No {chock one)
IF $O, DESCRIBE THE CONFIRMATION,

No final report was written on the incident.

Block 4 SOURCES OF INFORMATION (check appropriate box/es & source nurber from reference list)

No eveileble information
Anecdotal

Historical process data
Current process data
Areal photographs

[ Analytical data
[
L
[
[
Engineering/site drawings
{
3
[
[

]

] Documentation about data
] Disposal date

J Q.A. data

1 safety analysis report

1 DED report

11 Initial assessment

] well data

] Construction data

1

Unususl Occurrence Report (x
Summary documents
Fecility S0Ps

OTHER

FAfY I R e e e
it Ak el el e e A A
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Question 2. What are the disposal process locations and dates of operation
associated with this site?

Block 1 Answer:

The location of the spill site is only approximately known. According to the
UOR, decontamination of the tank and ground began, but completion of the
decontamination and final disposition of the soil was not documented. A1l
contamination was due to the spill. No disposal process is associated with the
site.

slock 2 How reliable is/are the information source/s? x High _ Med __Low tcheck onel
EXPLAIN THE REASONING BEHIND THIS EVALUATION.

An UOR was written for the incident and the area was to be cleaned up.

slock 3 Has this INFORMATION been confirmed? _ Yes x No {chack ons)
IF S0, DESCRIBE THE CONFIRMATION.

No final report was written on this incident.

Block 4 SOURCES OF INFORMATION (check appropriate box/es & source number from reference List)

Analytical data
pocumentation about data
Disposal data

Q.A. dste

No available information 1
3
]
]
? Safety analysis report
]
]
]
]
bi

hnecdotal

Historical process date
Current process data
Areal photographs

4
{
[
[
[
Engineering/site drawings [
8
4
4
[

D&D report
Initial assessment
Well data
Construction data

Urnusual Occurrence Report
Summary documents
facility SOPs

OTHER

X

e e ey p
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Question 3. Is there empirical, circumstantial, or other evidence of migration?
If so, what is it?

Bleck 1 Answer:

No, it is believed that the contaminated soil was removed.

Block 2 How reliable is/are the information source/s? __High x Med __LOW (check onel
EXPLAIN THE REASONING BEHIND THIS EVALUATION.

No documentation exists on final disposition of the soil.

Btock 3 Has this INFORMATION been confirmed? __Yes x No (check onel
IF S0, DESCRIBE THE CONFIRMATION.

No documentation exists.

Block 4 SOURCES OF INFORMATION (check appropriste box/es & source number from reference List)

Analytical date
Documentation about cdata
Disposal data

Q.A, data

safety analysis report

No available information ]
]
1
]
1
] D&D report
1
1
]
]

[
Anecdotal [
Historical process data
Current process data [
Areal photographs [
Engineering/site drawings [
[l 1 Initial assessment
C Well data
[ Construction data
[

Urwsual Qccurrence Report
Summary documents
Facility SOPs

OTHER

X

IalalalaR NS N o
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Question 4. Is there evidence that a source exists at this site? If so, list
the sources and describe the evidence.

Block 1 Answer:

No, it is believed that contaminated soil was removed and the tank, WM-180, was
decontaminated.

Block 2 How reliable is/are the information source/s? _ _High x Med _ Low icheck onel
EXPLAIN THE REASONING BEHIND THIS EVALUATION.

The contaminated soil was to be removed per the directions in the Radioactivity
Incident Report.

Block 3 Has this INFORMATION been confirmed? _ Yes x No {check ona)
IF S0, DESCRIBE THE CONFIRMATION.

No final report verifying soil removal or tank decontamination was written.

Block 4 SOURCES OF INFORMATION (check appropriate box/es & source number from reference {ist)

No available information
Anecdotal

Historical process data
turrent process dsta
Areal photographs

[ Analytical data
[
[
[
[
Engineering/site drawings [
[
[
t
(

1

1 Documentation about data
1 Disposal data

1 Q.A. deta

1 Safety analysis report

1 D&D report

11 Initial assessment

] well dete

] Construction data

1

Unusual Occurrence Report
Summary documents
Facility SOPs

OTHER

X
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Question 5. Does site operating or disposal historical information allow
estimation of the pattern of potential contamination? If the
pattern is expected to be a scattering of hot spots, what is the
expected minimum size of a significant hot spot?

Block 1 Answer:

No, this was a one-time spill of approximately one gallen of liquid solution
that covered a 18 square feet area (3’ x 6’). According to the Radioactivity
Incident Report the area of the spill was to be cleaned up.

slock 2 How reliable is/are the information source/s? _x High __Med __LOW (checi one)
EXPLAIN THE REASONING BEHIND THIS EVALUATION.

According to an entry in the HP field logbook that is attached to the
Radioactivity Incident Report, the tank and contaminated scil were removed.

Btock 3 Has this INFORMATION been confirmed? _ Yes _x No {check one)
IF S0, DESCRIBE THE CONFIRMATION.

No final report generated on cleanup of tank and ground.

Block 4 OOURCES OF INFORMATION (check appropriate box/es & source number from reference list)

Analytical data
Documentation about data
Disposal data

0.A. data

No available information ]

]

)|

b R—

] Safety snalysis report
3

]

]

]

]

{
Anecdotal t
Historical process data
Current process data [
Areal photographs L
t DED report
>’y Initisl assessment
s Well data
¢ Construction data
4

Engineering/site drawings
Unusual Occurrence Report
Summary documents
Facility SOPs

OTHER

X
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Question 6. Estimate the length, width, and depth of the contaminated region.
What is the known or estimated volume of the source? I[f this is an
estimated volume, explain carefully how the estimate was derived.

Block 1  Answer:

A 3’ x 6’ area was contaminated according to the UOR. The depth of penetration
is estimated to be 0.5',

Potential volume of contaminated sojl is: 3 ft * 6 ft * 0.5 ft = 9 ft?

No source is believed to still exist at this site.

slock 2 How reliable is/are the information source/s? _ _High x Med _ Low icheck one)
EXPLAIN THE REASONING BEHIND THIS EVALUATION.

The area was described in the Radioactivity Incident Report however, the depth
was estimated.

glock 3 Has this INFORMATION been confirmed? _ Yes x No (chack one)
IF SO, DESCRIBE THE CONFIRMATION,

A final report describing area cleaned up was not written.

Block 4 SOURCES OF INFORMATION (check appropriate box/es & source number from reference List)

No available information [ ] Analytical data
Anecdotal Documentation about data
Historical process data Disposal data

Current process data Q.A. data

Aresl photographs Safety analysis report
Engineering/site drawings DED report

Unugual Occurrence Report Initial assessment
Summary documents Well data

Faciiity S50Ps Construction data

OTHER

—
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Question 7. What is the known or estimated quantity of hazardous
substance/constituent at this source? If the quantity is an
estimate, explain carefully how the estimate was derived.

Block 1 Answer:

Approximately one gallon of solution was spilled. The amount of hazardous
contamination present was unknown due to no analysis being performed on the
liquid. The contamination is believed to have been cleaned up as directed 1n
the Radioactivity Incident Report.

Block 2 How reliable is/are the information source/s? x High _ Med _ Low (check onel
EXPLAIN THE REASONING BEHIND THIS EVALUATION.

The amount of solution spilled was described in the Radioactivity Incident
Report.

Block 3 Has this INFORMATION been confirmed? __Yes x No {check one}
IF SO, DESCRIBE THE CONFIRMATION.

Block & SOURCES oF INFORMATION ¢(check appropriate box/es & source number from reference list)

No aveilable information [
Anecdotal [
Historical process data [
Current process data [
Areal photographs [
Engineering/site drawings [
{
C
[
L

)| Analyticael data

1 Documentation about data
b Disposal data

1 Q,A, data

1 Sefety snalysis report

] DED report

] Initial assessment

1 Well data

] Construction data

]

Unusual Occurrence Report {x
Stmary documents
Facility SOPs

OTHER
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Question 8. Is there evidence that this hazardous substance/constituent is
present at the source as it exists today? If so, describe the
evidence.

Block 1 Answer:

No. The results of the 1990 and 1991 surface radiation surveys do not indicate
the presence of surface radiation above background levels (reference 2 and 3}.

Block 2 How reliable is/are the information source/s? x High __Med __Low icheck onet
EXPLAIN THE REASONING BEHIND THIS EVALUATION.

No surface radiation has been detected at this site during the yearly surveys of
the ICPP conducted in 1990 and 1991.

Block 3 Has this INFORMATION been confirmed? x Yes _ No {check ansl
IF 50, DESCRIBE THE CONFIRMATION.

Yes, the surveys are conducted on a yearly basis.

Block 4 SOURCES OF INFORMATION (check appropriate box/es & source rumber from reference list)

Analytical data
Documentation about data

No available information
Anecdotal

" Historical process data
Current process data
Areal photographs

[
[
[ Disposal data
(
[

Engineering/site drawings {
[
{
{
L

i

1

1

1 Q.A. data

1 Safety analysis report
1 DED report

1 lnitial assessment

] Well dats

)| Construction data

J

tUrusual Occurrence Report
Summary documents
Facility SOPs

OTHER

x} 2, 3
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